The five-factor model (FFM) is currently the predominant model in trait psychology. To meet the need for an extremely brief measure of the FFM, Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann (2003) developed the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI), which can be administered in about a minute. Here we describe the development and construct validation of a German version of the TIPI (the TIPI-G). Using a multijudge (self and peer), multiinstrument (TIPI-G and the German version of the NEO-PI-R) design, we evaluated the TIPI-G in terms of internal consistency, factor structure, convergent and discriminant validity, and coverage of the NEO-PI-R facets. Together the analyses suggest that the 10 unipolar items of the TIPI-G can provide an efficient approximation for longer measures of the FFM personality constructs. As such, the TIPI-G is recommended for research where time is limited, where the primary theoretical focus is on other constructs, or where it is desirable to reduce the testing burden on participants.
The five-factor model (FFM), or Big Five, is currently the predominant model of personality in trait psychology. The gold standard for measuring the dimensions of the FFM (Emotional Stability = ES [vs. Neuroticism = N]; Extraversion = E; Openness to experience = O; Agreeableness = A; Conscientiousness = C) is the 240-item NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) . However, this instrument is too lengthy for many research and applied uses. Therefore, several shorter instruments were developed, including the 60-item NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and the 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999) . However, studies that require participants to rate themselves and multiple others on several occasions may profit from the use of even shorter scales, as would large-scale surveys, prescreening packets, longitudinal studies, and experience-sampling studies. Such instruments were developed and include the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI [in Germany, the acronym TIPI is already in use for another instrument: Trier Integrated Personality Inventory; Becker, 2003] ; Gosling et al., 2003 ), Langford's (2003) five-item instruments and the Single-Item Measures of Personality (SIMP; Woods & Hampson, 2005) . To extend the benefits of these very brief instruments to German contexts, we describe the translation of one very brief instrument (the TIPI) to German and a construct validation of the translated instrument.
Utility of Short Instruments
When developing a test, a balance must be struck between psychometric and practical considerations. The balance between these two concerns will lie at different points for different research questions. However, the tradeoff is not always as severe as it is sometimes portrayed. Empirical studies that directly compare short and long tests have shown that the psychometric advantages of long tests are not always as great as one would predict purely on theoretical grounds (Burisch, 1984) . More important, a loss in reliability does not always lead to a loss in predictive validity (e.g., Gardner, Cummings, Dunham, & Pierce, 1998) .
As a consequence of the benefits of brevity, researchers have sought to realize the benefits of short measures in assessing basic personality dimensions. In the context of the Big Five, Saucier (1994) condensed Goldberg's (1992) 100-item Big Five marker set to 40 so-called Mini-Markers. Shafer (1999) identified pairs of adjectives used by at least three previous investigators (e.g., Goldberg, 1992) and reduced them to a set of 30 bipolar rating scales. However, even these shorter scales are too long for some purposes, so several attempts have been made to develop even briefer measures of the FFM.
showed that these short scales were reliable (i.e., temporally stable), converged with the original scales, and did not lose much of their power to predict dependent variables like job satisfaction, job stress, and a diverse array of leadership constructs. Rammstedt, Koch, Borg, and Reitz (2004) describe a rather similar approach. However, they based their scales on previously published adjectives; a self-report version of their instrument yielded satisfactory patterns of discriminant and convergent correlations with two other FFM instruments, and was as successful as the longer instruments in predicting such variables as job satisfaction, absenteeism, and self-reported job performance. Woods and Hampson (2005) developed a five-item instrument (the SIMP) by providing characterizations of each of the 10 poles of the FFM dimensions; the SIMP measures were reliable (i.e., temporally stable), showed reasonable self/other agreement in four of the five domains, converged with other five-factor measures, and had a similar pattern of external correlations (e.g., with good work habits, perceived stress, intrinsic work motivation, etc.) compared to longer measures. Gosling et al. (2003) developed two short unipolar instruments, the Five-Item Personality Inventory (FIPI) and the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI). The FIPI items had a hierarchical structure with two main descriptors and six additional clarifying descriptors for each item. The TIPI consisted of only two descriptors for each item. It had twice as many items as the five-item FIPI, but the TIPI has only two descriptors per item so has half as many descriptors overall and is less cognitively complex than the FIPI. The TIPI uses a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly). Gosling et al. conducted a series of studies using self-, peer, and observer reports for the FIPI. However, only self-ratings have been published so far for the TIPT. The convergent validity for the TIPI with the 44-item BFI (John & Srivastava, 1999) was better than that of the FIPI and comparable to the convergent validity of other longer multi-item FFM measures. Discriminant correlations were substantially lower than convergent correlations and the TIPI demonstrated good stability as indexed by test-retest correlations. The patterns of the TIPI's external correlates with variables like self-esteem, physical attractiveness, or political values matched those of the BFI, although the magnitude of these correlations was slightly stronger for the BFI. The analyses suggested that the TIPI is psychometrically superior to the FIPI and was recommended for research where a very brief personality scale is needed. Because of its psychometric quality and current efforts to establish the instrument across cultures we chose to translate the TIPI.
Translation
The ten items of the English language TIPI were first translated independently into German by the first two authors of the present article. The translators' mother tongue is German and they both have a fluent understanding of the English language. Next the first two authors consensually derived a combined version of the questionnaire, the TIPIGerman (TIPI-G). Additionally, the translation tables by Hofstee, Kiers, De Raad, Goldberg, and Ostendorf (1997) and Ostendorf (1990) were consulted. In 12 of 20 cases, the tables offered the same translation. Slightly different translations were found for eight descriptors. Although such tables can provide a useful guide to translations they should be used with great caution because the verbatim translations can result in subtle but consequential discrepancies between the English and German instruments. For example, the translation tables translate sympathetic as einfühlsam, which has a meaning closer to empathy; we illustrate this point with four examples of cases where we chose not to adopt the translations proposed by the tables. 1. Complex had been translated as komplex or kompliziert in the translation tables. We opted for vielschichtig (synonymous to multilayer) instead because complex is an indicator of openness. Komplex as a verbatim translation is too abstract a term whereas kompliziert has a potentially negative meaning like complicated. 2. Warm had been translated as warm. However, the German word warm is rarely used to describe persons (and when it is, it sometimes has a meaning like gay in the sense of homosexual). Therefore, we used warmherzig (i.e., warm-hearted). 3. Careless had been translated as unsorgfältig but this use is uncommon in German. It results from a frequently applied negation form (the prefix un) because a translation of careful -the opposite of careless -is sorgfältig. Our translation achtlos can be found in several dictionaries as a translation of careless and is a more sophisticated expression. 4. Emotionally stable had been translated as gefühlsstabil but again this use is uncommon in German. We chose emotional stabil. This exactly represents the original meaning and the relevant construct. As emotion and feeling (= Gefühl) are used synonymously in German everyday language the connotation is not altered.
The four other terms that did not exactly match the translation tables were enthusiastic, easily upset, sympathetic, and disorganized. We did not use a bilingual sample because one-to-one trait adjective correlations are generally rather low (e.g., John, Goldberg, & Angleitner, 1984) . Indeed, recent research has suggested that bilinguals may actually change their personalities slightly as they switch between languages, undermining the use of bilinguals as the gold standard for evaluating instruments (Ramírez-Esparza, Gosling, Benet-Martínez, Potter, & Pennebaker, 2006) . Thus, we favor the practice of long-term parallel construct validation procedures, comparing the nomological networks of the two instruments in the two languages. However, as a further test of the translation and to make sure the language was not too technical, a German-English bilingual speaker with no knowledge of the FFM compared the original and the German translation. No changes had to be made. The resulting questionnaire (see Appendix) was used for the empirical study. Previous validation research on the TIPI had used only self-reports. To improve upon this design, we collected validation data using a self/peer design.
Method

Recruitment and Participants
To help obtain a heterogeneous sample, a snowball recruitment procedure was used. Twenty students of economics collected data from persons they knew as well as from persons these acquaintances knew. Each student tried to find 10 volunteers who would then ask two relatives, friends, or colleagues to complete the peer evaluation form. In total, 180 self-and 359 peer reports were returned representing a rate of return of approximately 90 percent. The students received course credit for collecting the data. No other compensation was given.
Of the participants providing self-reports, 93 (51.7%) were male and 87 (48.3%) were female, 78 (43.3%) were students, 92 (51.1%) were employed, and 10 did not specify their status. Of those who reported age (97.8%), the mean was 31.84 years (SD = 13.56; M = 25; range = 17-75).
Of the peers who indicated their gender, 151 (42.1%) were male and 200 (55.7%) were female. Of those who reported their age (98.1%), the mean age was 32.31 years (SD = 13.67; M = 25; range = 13-74). Of the 347 respondents who indicated how they knew the self-rater, 262 (75.5%) knew the self-raters from private contexts only, 32 (9.2%) knew the self-raters from work contexts only, and 53 (15.3%) knew the self-raters from both contexts. The median length of acquaintance was 6.25 years (range = 0.25-57 years). The average quality of the relationship was deemed to be very good (M = 4.49 on a scale from 1 = neutral to 6 = exceptionally good; SD = 1.19).
Instruments
Two instruments were used. The first was the German translation of the TIPI (i.e., the TIPI-G), which is the focus of the present study. The second instrument was the German adaptation of the NEO-Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R; Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004 ; original by Costa & McCrae, 1992) ; this instrument was chosen as the validity criterion because it is the most comprehensive measure of the FFM in the German language. In addition to measuring the five broad dimensions, the NEO-PI-R also assesses the 30 facets (six for each dimension) developed by Costa and McCrae (1992) . The inclusion of these facets allowed us to position the instrument in relation to both the five dimensions and the 30 facets.
Some additional instruments were also administered: a job-related inventory for the assessment of the Big Five (AT-B; cf. Höft, 2002) , and a new scale format for the measurement of the Big Five (Muck, Hell, & Höft, in press ) tested on the NEO-PI-R (NEO BARS) and the AT-B (AT-B BARS). These instruments are of no direct relevance here but are mentioned because different participants took different combinations of the questionnaires. All participants completed the TIPI-G but only half of them completed the NEO-PI-R (and the AT-B BARS; the other half completed the AT-B and the NEO BARS). Every peer rater completed the TIPI-G but only one of the peers completed the NEO-PI-R (and the AT-B BARS; the other peer rater completed the AT-B and the NEO BARS). Thus, an aggregate value of the TIPI-G peer evaluations could be used for most analyses.
Results
The results are ordered in the following way: First, internal TIPI-G analyses are reported. Second, analyses based on both the TIPI-G and the NEO-PI-R are presented. In each case, the self-perspective is analyzed first, the peer perspective next, and then the self/peer comparisons, if available.
Internal Analyses of the German TIPI
The descriptive statistics of the self-ratings are presented in Table 1 . We report the TIPI-G self-ratings alongside the self-ratings from the original English TIPI; the German sample was overwhelmingly white making the white subgroup in the original TIPI normative data the most appropriate comparison group. Except for Agreeableness, the TIPI-G self-ratings are slightly higher than in the original TIPI and have slightly lower standard deviations. However, the rank order of means is the same across languages and the grouping of the standard deviations is similar (ES and E > O, A, and C). The internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach's αs) are not very different from the original version of the TIPI. It should be borne in mind that the original TIPI was designed to optimize content validity; with only two items to tap each broad dimension, the goal of maximizing content validity inevitably comes at the expense of internal consistency (John & Benet-Martínez, 2000) .
The means of the peer reports are very similar to the self-reports. The only significant difference between selfand peer reports is for Conscientiousness (t paired = 2.08; p < .05; cf. Table 1 ) but even this difference is small (d = .23). The averaged internal consistency coefficients of the two peer raters are slightly higher for three of the scales (ES, E, C) compared to the self-reports. The αs of the aggregat-ed values are higher than the averaged αs of the single peer raters, reflecting the gain in reliability attributable to aggregating the scores of two peers. Table 2 reports the intercorrelations among the TIPI-G scales. The pattern of correlations is comparable to the original TIPI. The mean discriminant correlation is .22 for the TIPI-G and .20 for the original TIPI. Especially high correlations can be found between E and O as well as between ES and C. This is true for both self-and peer reports. Reassuringly, the convergent correlations were consistently and substantially stronger than their discriminant counterparts. The average self/peer convergent validity correlation was .43, substantially higher than the average absolute discriminant validity correlation of .09.
1 Similarly, the peer-peer convergent correlations averaged .36 whereas the discriminant correlations averaged .11. To test whether each scale accounted for the majority of variance in the appropriate validity criterion scale we performed 10 hierarchical regression analyses (one for each of the five scales for the self-and peer reports). Conceptually, we wanted to examine whether one perspective on a trait (e.g., TIPI-G self-ratings of A) accounted for the majority of variance in the other perspective on that same trait (e.g., TIPI-G peer ratings of A). Independent variables were the five .16* .24** 1.00 Notes. ES = Emotional Stability; E = Extraversion; O = Openness; A = Agreeableness; C = Conscientiousness. N (self-self) = 175; N (self-peer) = 175; N (peer-peer) = 181. * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001. Numbers in brackets denote correlations of the original TIPI based on N = 1817 self-reports. 169 scales of the other perspective. First, the dependent variable was regressed upon the corresponding scale of the different perspective. In the next step, the four remaining scales were added to the regression equation. In 9 out of 10 cases the change in F was not significant, indicating that the predicted scales accounted for the majority of variance in the validity criterion scales. The one exception was peer-assessed TIPI-G C (ΔF = 2.66; p < .05), which was predicted by both self-assessed TIPI-G C (β = .53) and (negatively) by self-assessed TIPI-G A (β = -.16), though it should be noted the impact of A was minimal with a corrected R 2 increase of only .03, from .22 to .25. For purposes of comparison the same procedure was carried out for the NEO-PI-R using the corresponding NEO scales of the other perspective. Here, 3 of the 10 comparisons reveal a second predictor. 3 A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed on the TIPI-G self-reports. In accordance with other research concerning five-factor inventories (e.g., Church & Burke, 1994; Vassend & Skrondal, 1995) a model with correlated factors instead of a simple structure model was specified (cf. Table 3 ). Only two residual covariances had to be added. Kline (2005, p. 172) has pointed out that "models with factors that have only two indicators are more prone to estimation problems, especially when the sample size is small." Therefore, he recommends at least three indicators per factor. Although we are aware of this problem, we provide the CFA as an additional piece of evidence for the construct validity of the TIPI-G. Even if a model with five factors and two items each is theoretically overidentified such models are still susceptible to empirical underidentification. Such underidentification can occur if the correlation between some of the factors is close to zero. As predicted by these arguments, when we tried fitting a model we produced a Heywood case (negative variance); we, therefore, constrained the values of each pair of indicators to the same value. The goodness of fit indices for this model are good compared to other CFAs for five-factor inventories (cf. Table 3 ). Similar results can be shown for the aggregated peer reports: A model with correlated factors (no secondary loadings) and two residual covariances again produced good fit indices (Table 3) . Both RMSEA values did not differ significantly from .05 (which can be considered a close fit; Browne & Cudeck, 1992) indicated by PCLOSE values of .32 for the self-reports and .09 for the peer reports.
Convergence Between the TIPI-G and the NEO-PI-R
Given our multijudge (self and peers), multiinstrument (TIPI-G and NEO-PI-R) design, four different convergent analyses are possible: Two analyses compare the instruments within a judge type (i.e., self-self; peer-peer) and two analyses compare the instruments across judge types (i.e., self-peer; peer-self). Overall, the convergent correlations are consistently and substantially stronger than the discriminant correlations (Table 4) . As should be expected, the convergences computed within a judge type are stronger than the convergences computed across judge types. In only one case was a discriminant correlation stronger than an associated convergent correlation: the TIPI-G self O correlated .52 with the NEO self E but only .41 with the NEO self O. However, all other 79 discriminant correlations were lower than their related convergent counterparts. One interesting finding concerns the dimensions of Openness and Agreeableness: Whereas the convergent correlations of the peer ratings are rather high (.62 and .70, respectively) the convergent correlations of the self-ratings are lower, also in comparison with the other three dimensions (.41 and .51, respectively). All in all, the averaged convergent and discriminant correlations were: .62 vs. .13 (TIPI self/NEO self), .71 vs. .21 (TIPI peer/NEO peer), .35 vs. .08 (TIPI self/NEO peer), and .39 vs. .13 (TIPI peer/NEO self).
These results are supported by a series of 20 hierarchical regression analyses (five for each combination of judge type for the TIPI-G and the NEO-PI-R: self-self, peer-peer [where only TIPI-G values of the peer who completed the NEO-PI-R were included], self-peer, peer-self). In the first step, the TIPI-G scale was regressed upon the corresponding NEO-PI-R scale. In the second step, the remaining four NEO scales were added to the regression equation. The F change was significant for the second step in only four out of the 20 cases, and in each of these cases only one new predictor was significant. Specifically, in predicting TIPI-G self O, NEO self E (in addition to NEO self O) entered the regression equation (ΔF = 5.15; p < .01); in predicting TIPI-G peer O, NEO peer E (in addition to NEO peer O) entered the equation (ΔF = 3.73; p < .01), in another perspective combination in predicting TIPI-G peer O, NEO self N (in addition to NEO self O) entered the equation (ΔF = 2.93; p < .05), and in predicting TIPI-G peer E, NEO peer A (in addition to NEO peer E) entered the equation (ΔF = 5.44; p < .01).
To investigate the specific facets of the FFM tapped by the TIPI-G, we correlated the TIPI-G scales with the NEO-PI-R facet scores. The combination of sixfacets, five TIPI-G scales, and four judge perspectives results in 120 convergent correlations and 480 discriminant correlations, vastly increasing the possibility of Type I errors. Therefore, only correlations exceeding a significance level of .001 were considered; correlations meeting this standard are reported in Table 5 . 4 We first examined the convergent correlations. As shown in the first column of Table 6 , there are four possible judge-instrument combinations. Here we highlight only those TIPI-G correlations with NEO-PI-R facets that reached the .001 significance threshold in more than one of the judge-instrument combinations. To emphasize the most replicable correlations, we have also italicized those correlations that occurred in more than two of the judgeinstrument combinations: In sum, there are strong and consistent convergent relationships between the TIPI-G scales and certain NEO facets. However, as is to be expected for very brief scales, the full range of content captured by the 30 NEO facets cannot be represented by the 5 two-item scales. The TIPI-G scales seem to capture the meanings of ES, E, and C as they are defined by the NEO-PI-R better than they capture the NEO-PI-R definitions of O and A. We next examined the discriminant correlations. Again, we highlight here only those correlations that reached our .001 significance threshold more than once in the four possible judge-instrument combinations, italicizing those that appeared more than twice. In addition, we denote negative correlations with an "R": -for TIPI-G ES: C1: Competence; -for TIPI-G E: C6: Deliberation (R), N5: Impulsiveness; -for TIPI-G O: E1: Warmth, E2: Gregariousness, E6: Positive Emotions; -for TIPI-G A: E1: Warmth, N2: Angry Hostility (R); -for TIPI-G C: N2: Angry Hostility (R), N5: Impulsiveness (R), O1: Openness to Fantasy (R).
First, as expected, there are many fewer discriminant correlations between the TIPI-G scales and theoretically unrelated facets. The paucity of significant discriminant correlations is especially striking given that there are four times more discriminant correlations than convergent correlations -whereas 70% (21/30) of the convergent facets demonstrated consistently significant relationships the same is true for only 9% (11/120) of the discriminant facets.
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To determine whether the TIPI-G and the NEO-PI-R weighed the facets similarly, we analyzed the pattern of correlations between the NEO-dimensions and the NEO- facets (Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004, p. 109 and p. 134) on the one hand and the correlations between the TIPI-G scores and the NEO-facets on the other. The median of the rank correlation (Spearman's ρ) between the columns of these two matrices was .92 for self-report-data (between .74 for O and .95 for N) and .89 for the peer-data (between .72 for O and .95 for E). Admittedly, a rank correlation does not take into account the absolute strength of the correlations. The alternative use of structural equation modeling techniques either led to calculation errors or showed significant differences between a saturated model and a model where the covariances between the TIPI-G scale and the NEO-PI-R facets were fixed to the estimated covariances between the corresponding NEO-PI-R scale and its facets. Finally, we compared the pattern of correlations between the correlations between the original TIPI self-report scores and the NEO-facets (here administered 6 weeks later) on the one hand and the correlations between the TIPI-G selfreport scores and the NEO-facets on the other. The median of the rank correlation between the columns of these two matrices is .81 for self-report-data (between .69 for A and .82 for C). These ρ values are a bit lower, but still quite substantial. It should be noted that this comparison included two instruments in two languages as well as a 6-week interval between the collection of the original TIPI and NEO data.
Discussion
The present study documented the successful transfer of a very brief measure of the FFM personality domains (Gosling et al., 2003) from the United States to Germany. A self/peer study yielded convergent correlations that substantially exceeded the discriminant correlations. Moreover, cross-validation analyses using the NEO-PI-R as the standard corroborated previous findings based on the original TIPI. Together the analyses suggest that the ten unipolar items of the TIPI-G can provide an efficient approximation for longer measures of the FFM personality constructs.
The clear overlap between E and O (which can also be found in the original TIPI) is not uncommon. Actually, the observed correlations of E and O in the German NEO manual are of comparable size: .40 for self-reports (as in the original NEO-PI-R) and .41 for peer reports (Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004) . These correlations are consistent with Digman's (1997) analyses suggesting the existence of two higher order factors of the Big Five: α, a socialization factor, which consists of Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Agreeableness, and Beta, a self-actualizing factor, which consists of Extraversion and Openness.
However, as could be predicted on psychometric grounds, a two-item instrument like the TIPI-G cannot attain the levels of accuracy achieved by longer instruments such as the 48-item scales of the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992) . Unsurprisingly, the 10-item TIPI-G did not capture all of the facets assessed by the 240-item NEO, although the TIPI-G did successfully capture the cores of the broader dimensions. Moreover, the small number of significant discriminant correlations suggests that the TIPI-G is assessing constructs very similar to those assessed by the NEO-PI-R. The finding that the convergent correlations for O and A between the TIPI-G and the NEO-PI-R are higher for the peer ratings than for the self-ratings may suggest that the TIPI-G captures information that is visible from an external point of view and attenuated in the selfperspective. A reason for this could have been that the mean values of the TIPI-G self-reports for both dimensions would be higher and the standard deviations would be lower than the corresponding values for the other three dimensions. However, the mean value for C is even higher and its standard deviation even a bit lower compared to the corresponding values for O and A. Further studies should examine whether these results can be generalized to other samples. Because of the specific sample based on a snowball recruitment procedure by 20 students of economics the generalizability of the results of this study might be limited.
The results of the current research seem to contradict results recently published in this journal by Herzberg and Brähler (2006) . They concluded that they ". . . could not recommend the use of the German TIPI as a proxy for longer Big-Five measures, because of low reliabilities of the scales. Furthermore, based on an independent sample the low convergence with the well-validated Big-Five measure NEO-FFI indicates a lack of validity" (p. 144). Specifically, Herzberg and Brähler attribute these and other observed insufficient psychometric properties to ". . . the fact that two adjectives have to be evaluated simultaneously" (p. 147). However, the psychometric problems associated with the Herzberg and Brähler instrument might be attributable to their specific translation rather than to the fact that two adjectives were included in each item. There are certainly differences between the Herzberg and Brähler translation and ours. For example, Herzberg and Brähler translated quiet as ruhig and sympathetic as einfühlsam; we translated quiet as still and sympathetic as verständnisvoll. The internal consistencies are higher for our translation than for Herzberg and Brähler's translation and they are comparable to the original English language TIPI. Furthermore, convergence of our TIPI-G with a NEO Inventory is higher than for Herzberg and Brähler's translation of the TIPI. Additionally, the reasoning that it is the simultaneous evaluation of two adjectives that accounts for the insufficient psychometric properties disregards the successful development of other short Big Five instruments where even more than two descriptors per item are used (e.g., Woods & Hampson, 2005) . This reasoning also disregards the validation evidence from the original English language TIPI, which used two descriptors per item. In short, when combined with the results of the current study, the available evidence suggests that the deficiencies reported by Herzberg and Brähler may be the result of their particular translation of the TIPI rather than of the TIPI itself.
Obviously, when comprehensive assessments of personality are required (e.g., for counseling or in-depth diagnostic purposes), the TIPI-G is not an appropriate instrument. Furthermore, the TIPI-G would not be appropriate in situations where facets afford better predictions than do dimensions (e.g, Paunonen, Haddock, Forsterling, & Keinonen, 2003) ; in such situations, where there are theoretical grounds for predicting the superiority of specific facets, narrower assessments should be made. However, facet-level predictions often cannot be made. In such circumstances, an instrument with a broad coverage could be more appropriate. If so -and if the available time for assessment is short -the TIPI-G is one sensible option.
What are the benefits of the TIPI-G? Given the instrument has only 10 items, it incurs very little fatigue or other costs on participants. These advantages will be particularly salient in research where time is limited or where personality could influence the findings but is not the central focus. More generally, the TIPI-G permits the measurement of the FFM in circumstances where they could not formerly have been measured. The TIPI-G could even be applied in telephone opinion surveys (e.g., for market research), following them up with longer instruments if necessary. However, until the TIPI has been tested in the relevant target populations, these benefits are speculative. The adjectives might be difficult to understand for subjects with low verbal ability and may differ in their meaning across cultural subgroups.
An advantage of the TIPI is its widespread distribution; several translations of the TIPI exist although most of these have yet to be validated (http://homepage.psy.utexas.edu/ homepage/faculty/Gosling/scales_we.htm). Nonetheless, the existence of a brief instrument translated into many languages holds great promise for integrating research findings across many domains and cultures.
